Remarks/Arguments 

Applicant has carefully reviewed the Final Office Action mailed February 13, 2007, prior 
to preparing this response. Currently claims 1-12, 14-26, 28 and 29 are pending in the 
application, wherein claims 1-12, 14-26, 28 and 29 have been rejected. Claims 1 and 15 have 
been amended and claims 3 and 17 have been cancelled. No new matter has been added with the 
amendments. Favorable consideration of the following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Claim Amendments 

Claim 1 has been amended to include the limitations of claim 3, and claim 15 has been 
amended to include the limitations of claim 17. Applicant requests the proposed amendments be 
entered, asserting the amendments do not raise the issue of new matter or present new issues 
requiring further consideration or search. Applicant believes the amendments place the claims in 
condition for allowance, or otherwise place the claims in better form for subsequent appeal. 

Claim Rejections 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, §102(b) as being anticipated by Daniel et al., U.S. 
Patent No. 6,245,089. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection in view of the amendment 
of claim 1 to include the elements of claim 3. 

Furthermore, as indicated in the Office Action, "[c]laims 1, 3-12, 15, 17-26, and 29 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by" Dubrul et al, U.S. Patent No. 
6,221,006, in view of Daniel et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,245,089. Applicant respectfully traverses 
this rejection, asserting such a multiple reference rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102 is improper. . 
However, in responding to the rejection, Applicant will treat the rejection as if properly made 
under 35 U.S.C. §103. 

Each of claims 1,15 and 29 recites an elongated shaft member having a proximal section 
and a flared distal section. A braided member is coupled to the distal section of the elongated 
shaft. Neither Daniel alone, nor the combination of Dubrul and Daniel seems to teach these 
limitations of the claims. 

In the Office Action, while referring to the disclosure of Dubrul, it was stated "Figure 8B 
shows the distal end (32) of the elongated shaft member (21) is flared." Figure 8B is reproduced 
below. 
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FIG. 8B. 



As illustrated in FIG. 8B, the distal end 32, identified in the Office Action, appears to be 
equated to the claimed braided member. It appears as though the end 32 is illustrated as flaring 
outward as it is unconstrained by the outer tube 27. Applicant asserts the outer tube 27, or any 
other component, does not include a flared distal section. Only the PYTHON is illustrated as 
flaring outward. Thus, Dubrul seems to disclose an elongated tubular in which a braided 
member is coupled to, the braided member being flared rather than the tubular member. 
Additional reference is made to FIG. 8A, which illustrates the relationship between the outer 
tube 27 and the PYTHON 2 1 . 




F/G 8A. 

As illustrated in FIG. 8A, the PYTHON 21 is positioned within the lumen of the outer 
tube 27, and no portion of the outer tube 27 or other member is shown having a flared distal 
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section in FIG. 8A. Applicant asserts as recited in the claims, the braided member is distinct 
from the elongated shaft member. For at least this reason, Dubrul fails to teach an elongated 
shaft member having a flared distal section and a braid member coupled to the distal section of 
the elongated shaft member, as currently claimed. 

Additionally, Daniel fails to show an elongated shaft member having a flared distal 
section and a braid member coupled to the distal section of the elongated shaft member. For at 
least this reason withdrawal of the rejection of claim 1 over the teachings of Daniel is 
respectfully requested. As the teachings of Daniel fail to remedy the shortcomings of Dubrul, 
withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1, 3-12, 15, 17-26 and 29 over the teachings of Dubrul in 
view of Daniel is respectfully requested. 

Claims 2 and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dubrul et aL, U.S. Patent No. 6,221,006, in view of Daniel et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,245,089, and 
further in view of Zadno-Azizi et al., U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0091407. Applicant respectfully 
traverses this rejection. 

As stated above, the combination of Dubrul and Daniel fails to teach each and every 
limitation of claims 1 and 15, from which claims 2 and 16 depend from. Zadno-Azizi fails to 
remedy the shortcomings of Dubrul and Daniel. For at least this reason, a prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been established with the cited combination. Withdrawal of the rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 14 and 28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dubrul et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,221,006, in view of Daniel et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,245,089, and 
further in view of Anderson et al., U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0188314. Applicant respectfully traverses 
this rejection. 

As stated above, the combination of Dubrul and Daniel fails to teach each and every 
limitation of claims 1 and 15, from which claims 14 and 28 depend from. Anderson fails to 
remedy the shortcomings of Dubrul and Daniel. For at least this reason, a prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been established with the cited combination. Withdrawal of the rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

Reexamination and reconsideration are respectfully requested. It is submitted that all 
pending claims are currently in condition for allowance. Issuance of a Notice of Allowance in 
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due course is anticipated. If a telephone conference might be of assistance, please contact the 
undersigned attorney at 612.677.9050. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Amr Salahieh et al. 
By their Attorney, 





Glenn M\ Seag^r^g. No. 36,926 
CROMPTON, SEAGER & TUFTE, LLC 
1221 Nicollet Avenue, Suite 800 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403-2420 
Tel: (612) 677-9050 
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